The rise of classical philology as an organized discipline during the nineteenth century in Greece constitutes a process closely associated with the conditions under which the new state was constructed. This paper will touch upon the conditions created for the development of the discipline shortly before the Greek War of Independence, as well as on the factors that determined its course during the first decades of the Greek State.
1 Although how to precisely define classical philology as an organized discipline is subject to debate, our basic frame of reference will be the period's most advanced "school of philology", the German school. According to one definition that can be deduced from an examination of this very school, the study of ancient literature began to be considered an organized "scientific" discipline from the moment the legitimization of its practitioners exceeded the boundaries of the act of teaching and no longer depended on the effect of their work upon a broad audience but rather on a specialized group of people. 2 This turn towards Greek studies was a Pan-European phenomenon, which has been associated with the increasing power of the European middle In Europe, around the late eighteenth century and the early nineteenth, and after a fertile three-century period, the systematic features of the discipline of classical philology were finalized in the context of the German school of Alterthumswissenschaft, the science or study of antiquity as practised in Halle and, later, at the University of Berlin. Friedrich August Wolf introduced, and, subsequently, August Böckh imposed the concept that classical philology should examine the full range of the activities of the ancient Greeks and Romans, assigning an explicit historical dimension to its subject matter. This trend dominated German philological studies for quite some time. The singular influence exercised specifically by Böckh, who was the first to use ancient Greek inscriptions as an essential source for his research into antiquity, expanded the horizons of philology in the whole of Europe. However, at the same time, it was only natural that classical scholars should have carried on the older tradition of emending and interpreting the classical texts, a tradition associated with classical scholarship in the Netherlands and England. As an adherent of this original school, it was understandable that Gottfried Hermann of Leipzig would oppose Böckh. 7 The birth of the contemporary German school of Alterthumswissenschaft is, moreover, associated with the work of Johann Joachim Winckelmann, the father of classicism, aesthetics, and, by extension, the discipline of archaeology. 
The Appearance of "Scientific" Elements
During this period, which gave birth to the humanities in Germany, a good many Greek scholars lived in Europe, with some members of the younger generation attending European universities. We know that one of the basic objectives of the Enlightenment ideology of the period before the Greek War of Independence was to acquaint Greeks fundamentally with the classical writers of antiquity, primarily through education, an objective associated with the ongoing cultivation of national self-awareness. 9 Adamantios Korais personified this trend in the most characteristic fashion: a self-taught and charismatic classical scholar, accepted by the European "professional" scholarly community of his era, he staunchly served the goal of, on the one hand, familiarizing his fellow Greeks with the ancient classical writers while, on the other hand, reforming teaching in Greek schools, linking education to the vision of the rebirth of Greece. Aside from his unique faculty in emending and interpreting the ancient texts, he introduced a novel philological analysis methodology that attracted the interest and admiration of European philologists, because he wrote both annotations in Greek as well as parallels to the contemporary Greek reality. 10 We also know that, with Korais himself creation, in contemporary terms, of the discipline of history as well. It is common knowledge that Leopold von Ranke was Böckh's colleague at the University of Berlin. 9 The issue of the Greeks' problematic relationship with their ancient forefathers was first brought up by Iosipos Moisiodax, who pointed out (Hθική Φιλοσοφία [Ethical philosophy], Venice 1761) that adherence to the forms of the study of antiquity had resulted in ignorance of the essence of classical letters. See Paschalis M. Kitromilides 1983 . The concept of philology includes the study of issues associated with the manifestation of the they also sought to discover manuscripts 14 and to publish "emendations" to ancient writers. 15 The latter desires were rarely realized, something which occurred with many of the planned editions of ancient writers. 16 The dispute over the Neophytos Doukas edition of Thucydides was, for the most part, conducted based on philological criteria. Promoting as a model the philological publication method adhered to by Korais, Alexandros Vassiliou faulted the edition, judging it inadequate; on the one hand, the editor knew neither Latin nor any other contemporary European language and, therefore, had not taken advantage of the translations and commentaries of European classical scholarship, while, on the other, he had also failed to consult the codex copies of the ancient writer in the Austrian libraries. 17 Presenting to the readership of the Ἑρμῆς ὁ Λόγιος periodical the translation of a German study on Erasmian pronunciation -a subject that greatly interested scholars of the period -18 the editors stressed the great importance of the German 24 "The younger generation, the Germans at least, treat philology as a discipline; a treatise in any discipline requires some underlying unity connecting its different parts. Well, does this varied knowledge have limits or not? Does it possess some type of unity in order to be a discipline…or is it the varied knowledge of accumulated things?… nevertheless, the history of the fine arts constitutes archaeology, according to the current meaning of the word, and not philology…". See Ἑρμῆς ὁ Λόγιος X (1820), p. 219. Rotas conducted through Ἑρμῆς ὁ Λόγιος, he supported the legitimacy and usefulness of detailed scholarly analysis: …Rota my friend,…you unjustly condemn such research as trivial, low, unworthy of being publicized, etc. …I need only present you with the example of the illustrious Wolf. This man, this great philologist, does not shrink from writing much on grammar and the etymology of names in his Analectics…If, therefore, such knowledge can be included in Wolf's Analectics, then neither will our own Ἑρμῆς, I think, discard the first fruits of our labour… 25 Moreover, it appears Asopios aspired to publish editions of classical authors, in accordance with the trends and methods of contemporary German philological scholarship.
26
Due to his close association with contemporary philological studies, Asopios represented a younger generation of scholars with greater methodological demands. On the other hand, there is no doubt that he and everyone who expressed a more "scientific" view of things were a minority. According to the prevailing opinion, this originality still remained the prerogative of foreign Hellenists. Korais, discussing the translation of a good grammar workbook, advised the translator not to attempt to combine the contents of many workbooks, but to translate only one in full, because, as he said "we are not yet in a position to exercise selective criticism". 27 In a letter of support from an Ἑρμῆς ὁ Λόγιος reader defending the periodical against attacks, we read:
Another strange accusation. Foreigners learn nothing from Ἑρμῆς ὁ Λόγιος. But we did not even think of writing in support of foreign philological newspapers, since they do not support others either, but each one for its own nation…Let us candidly admit that our situation is very small and trivial; that we are just now deliberating and preparing to begin, that up until now we have achieved almost 25 Ἑρμῆς ὁ Λόγιος X (1820), pp. 501-502. 26 nothing, and that everything remains for us to begin and to complete from now on…The few scholars, who have lately appeared among us, what should they attempt first? Should they instruct our youth? Write the necessary books they require? Organize? Secure? Prepare for and combat many obstacles, or engage in archaeological discourses to satisfy the curiosity of foreigners? I do not say this to disparage the nation; far from it! But, by demonstrating the impossibility and irrationality of what is called for, to forthwith awaken in these claimants (if possible) and in others (who number many) the realization of our true situation… 28 Although he remained in contact with many German philologists, including Wolf himself, and despite his appreciation for their published works, Korais did not appear to actually participate in the philological activities of Germany.
29 He was also apparently unfamiliar with the advances associated with the work of Winckelmann and the promotion of aesthetics as the supreme value in the study of ancient monuments. relationship with German thought was not, moreover, particularly cordial, something he expressed through his initial suspicion of Friedrich Thiersch, the classical philologist and professor at the University of Munich.
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The critical stance Asopios maintained with regard to Korais' philological views was one more indication of how far Korais was from the contemporary German school of classical scholarship. Through his research, Asopios discovered that the German classical philologist appreciated individuals Korais rejected altogether, for example Neophytos Kavsokalyvitis.
32 Thus in 1847, in the introduction to the second edition of his work on syntax, he outlined the following evolutionary format in related philological issues: three schools developed after the publication of Korais' Πρόδρομος τῆς ἑλληνικῆς βιβλιοθήκης [Forerunner of the Greek library], (1) the school of those who remained faithful to the past, ignoring any new opinions; (2) the school of those who contemptuously rejected the past; and (3) the school of those who followed an eclectic system and "neither rejected everything from the past, nor [accepted] everything from Korais". This last group, in which he also placed himself, consisted of those who, "educated in Germany", realized their teachers did not "despise" many of the earlier "grammarians" Korais had rejected. 33 It might, therefore, be necessary, while studying Korais' influence on the period's Greek intellectual circles, to be aware of each person's individual philological assumptions, since admiring Korais did not necessarily entail adopting common beliefs regarding philology. Apart from his different strategy in this field, 34 Korais naturally expressed -that is, due to his age -the beliefs of the earlier generation/school of English and Dutch textual critics. 
A "Specialized" Classical Philologist
In 1839 another promising philologist and student of Neophytos Doukas and Georgios Gennadios, Pantazis Rysios, who was studying in Munich, 40 was embroiled in a philological argument with the philologist Georgios Chrysovergis (1805-1862), who was teaching in Greece. Chrysovergis had published certain observations, correcting Korais' edition of Lycurgus' Against Leocrates. 41 His comments, as he noted, resulted from teaching the text in school, and had a pedagogical purpose, "to guide youth to an understanding of our ancestral writings". 42 Chrysovergis, after expressing his respect for Korais, for everything his "most critical pen" had contributed in emending the ancient texts, went on to refute some of Korais' emendations.
Rysios, demonstrating impressive philological competence, rejected all but one of Chrysovergis' corrections; he noted, however, that it originated with another editor, whom Chrysovergis did not credit. Rysios accused him of not knowing the bibliography, of disrespecting the ethics of the discipline of philology, 43 and, ultimately, of being completely ignorant of basic philological matters: "He should not dare to correct pointlessly, and indeed with such attitude and boastfulness, neither Korais nor Doukas, nor anyone else who possesses some education, being unfamiliar with even the simplest things, the very principles and the basic fundamentals of our language and philology!" 44 Rysios also touched upon the custom of unqualified people, such as doctors, conducting philological research, equipped solely with a knowledge 40 During the period 1834-1842, Pantazis Rysios (1814?-1843?) studied with a Greek state scholarship in Munich and Berlin; the objective was for him to then teach either at the Athens Gymnasium alongside Gennadios (Ἀθηνᾶ newspaper, 14-10-1842) or at the newly established university. A short while after his return to Greece in 1842, he became seriously ill and died soon afterwards. 41 of grammar and syntax. 45 Thus, he underlined the scholarly dimension of philology, extolling the example of Germany, the country at the forefront of the subject during that era: …during our times, the demands on a true philologist are unparalleled, therefore, in no other discipline, certainly in Germany, is there so much activity as in philology. Hence, it is necessary for the philologist to devote much time, and, free of all prejudice and governed by rationality, to not disregard the intellectual struggles of anyone, if possible. 46 Furthermore, he mentioned the importance the Germans assigned to the research of Greek philologists, because they acknowledged the Greek native language advantage. As regards the Greek philologists, he only singled out Korais, praising his methodology, since "of all of us philologists, his philological works are the most reliable and correct", while he characterized as "superficial" the research work of Anthimos Gazis, Stephanos Komitas and Konstantinos Koumas, as well as those of his teacher, Neophytos Doukas. This severity was justified, in his opinion, by the circumstances under which they worked. With Chrysovergis' philological, in his opinion, inadequacy as a springboard, Rysios also touched upon the general Greek ignorance of classical philology issues and the Greek inability to understand how important it was to provide an analytical and detailed commentary on the texts of ancient writers. He was also ironic when dealing with the comments of the Greek intellectuals, regarding the "extensive" notes of, for example, Korais on Isocrates. 47 He apparently considered that a Greek philological discipline had yet to be born, comparing the situation in Greece with that of Germany: "But in Germany, entire books are written regarding just ου μην ��� μη ου and (by Hermann) regarding αν. However, we cannot navigate such seas with rowboats or with sailboats; and this is no nourishment for the hungry but rather sweetmeats presented to already sated diners." 48 As regards his philological specialization -and using the criteria of the period's scholarship -Rysios is a unique and probably exceptional case. 49 45 Ibid., pp. 52-53, note 3. 46 Ibid., p. 53. 47 Ibid., p. 55. 48 Ibid., p. 55, note 1. 49 He was the sole student of a group attending first the Philosophy Department of Munich and then of Berlin who appeared to have a definite proclivity for purely philological studies. The rest, S. Koumanoudis, P. Efstratiadis, E. Kastorchis and I. Mitsopoulos, to reference just the best known, had not yet chosen the path they would follow after their Let us summarize the arguments the young German-educated philologists used to question the philological abilities of the older teachers of ancient Greek. First, they claimed they were unfamiliar with the bibliography, that is, with the product of the contemporary discipline of philology. To conduct philological research, the philologist must systematically consult the work of European and primarily German philologists. They also claimed the older generation had no knowledge of Latin, a necessary condition, in their opinion, to exercise the discipline of classical scholarship. These precursors were not, moreover, familiar with the process of thorough and meticulous analysis, a practice necessitated by the principles of contemporary philological activity, just as they were not familiar with a dispassionate, rational way of thought. However, the basic argument they invoked was that not every scholar is qualified to practise philology. Philologists must be equipped with special knowledge -they cannot simply engage in a study of ancient Greek literature -something that was quite common in the circles of intellectuals, especially teachers, possessed of a Greek education. Contemporary classical philology had instituted rules of professional conduct, which only specialists could be familiar with. Ultimately, they alone were capable of discerning the originality that should constitute the quintessence of research.
These arguments are consistent with the definition mentioned above: 50 in the end, to be considered a philologist, the authority of one's work should not depend solely on teaching. We can therefore determine that in the period before the Greek War of Independence, the combination of the type of philological debate which began to be conducted and the philological resources certain scholars acquired through their European university experience reveals the beginning of the development of certain intellectual, at least, requirements for the establishment of classical philology as a discipline in Greece according to the period's contemporary definition. However, we must not overestimate the influence of attending a European university during the period under examination. For a Greek student, attending a German university did not, first of all, mean systematic attendance, as this was not required by the German educational system. 51 also did not necessarily lead to a degree or a doctoral dissertation. 52 Many of the original professors in the Philology Department of the Othonian University in Athens were appointed without possessing any formal credentials. 53 We can also imagine the confusion caused by coming into contact with an environment completely different from the students' home environment. According to the testimony of Roxandra Stourdza Edling, the abundant classes and ideas impressed and confused the Greek students. As a result, they did not succeed in acquiring anything essential from attending a foreign university. 54 In general, contact with a new society might tempt young men away from the narrow path of study and open their eyes to other activities, normal for their age. 55 One characteristic example of the confusion students faced when selecting a curriculum is Asopios 55 See, for example, what the then director of the Greek Lyceum of Munich, Misail Apostolidis, noted in 1831 in a relevant essay regarding the dangers Greek students faced in an unfamiliar environment. He promised the lyceum he supervised guaranteed that students would "not, in any way, be seduced from the goal before them", since it frequently happened that after having spent their parents' money they "return to their homeland devoid of knowledge, principles, and virtue, yet full of arrogance, malice and depravity". This man, finding himself in a veritable labyrinth of thoughts, risks failing in his aspirations. In my imagination, I portrayed him as a famished man near a table loaded with all possible goods (in common with all us poor wretches when we first compare European universities to our hapless, hungry schools), at risk of not eating at all while he wonders what he should first reach for. 56 We can determine Asopios' amazement in the face of German teaching methods from the comments he recorded as a student at Göttingen in 1819, especially on the subject of the Philologische Seminar, an institution whose transformation in the early nineteenth century played a decisive role in the evolution of the discipline of classical philology in Germany and, by extension, the whole of Europe; through this institution, philology students became familiar with the process of organized research. 57 Asopios, commenting on a ritual he found entirely foreign, where one student at the start of the class "covered the professor in adulation", ironically noted the homage paid to the professor. Elsewhere, he judged what the professor had said "regarding how to debate" as "pedantic". 58 In another instance, he commented sarcastically that although the system practised during the Philological Seminar purported to support dialogue, in the end, it was the professor's view which prevailed. 59 Nonetheless, Asopios taught for years at the Ionian Academy on Corfu, applying, in some fashion, the analytical method he had been taught in Germany; 60 of classical philology and its function when taught to Greeks. To Asopios' analytical presentation of ancient texts, the dissenters (Georgios TypaldosIakovatos, for example) retorted that the works of classical antiquity are firstly works of art; consequently they must be regarded primarily with aesthetic criteria. 61 The same view was also expressed by Andreas Moustoxides, who as Education Ephor in Greece called upon Venthylos, who was teaching at the Central School of Aegina, to raise the level of his teaching and suggested he incorporate in his teaching "high critique, aesthetics, philology", as well as comparisons to other poetic works.
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The Urgent Priorities of the New State
One might assume that German philological education combined with the German system that was imposed on the Greek State would yield abundant scholarly fruit, since the German prototype, which was the inspiration for the organization of the Greek university in 1837, was based first and foremost on classical studies. 63 Classical philology held a privileged position in the curricula, while during the entire nineteenth century the lectures of the Philological Department spanned the Greco-Roman era. 64 The organization of studies at this institution was built on the principle of the unity of the disciplines, which springs from philosophy, in association with liberalism.
65
Up until approximately the 1860s, all the professors of the Philology Department embraced, in theory at least, the contemporary German school of Alterthumswissenschaft (the study of antiquity). Böckh, whose classes almost all the classical philologists of the period had attended, was cited with admiration introduce to Greece "the most precise German research into the ancient writers and poets". during their inaugural lectures, as well as at every other opportunity. 66 During the nineteenth century, the only classical philology professor who had studied in the Netherlands rather than Germany was Konstantinos Kontos. Educated at Leiden, he followed Carel Gabriel Cobet's grammatical school, which, continuing the earlier English and Dutch philological tradition, insisted on a philological critique of the texts based on rationality. 67 Despite the optimism of Asopios and Rysios during the 1820s and the 1830s, it took the Greek classical philologists approximately until 1870 to produce the specialized philological work the former apparently admired as students. 68 Asopios himself, the "dean of philologists" as he was called, 69 did nothing more than publish his work on syntax 70 and a half-finished study of literature, 71 as well as a half-finished introduction to Pindar, which he published as a university textbook. 72 The work of the philologists remained closely aligned with the teaching process. As a present-day philologist noted: "For a long period, essentially the entire nineteenth century, the demand for originality gave way to the need for correctness and usefulness."
73 Thus, he went on, philological production was limited to either translations of foreign works or useful textbooks. 74 The first generation of philologists not only had to contend with their actual educational shortcomings but also with the urgent priorities of a new state that needed to cover fundamental needs. During the entire nineteenth century, no one questioned the primary purpose of the Philology Department, which apparently was to produce teachers for Greek secondary schools, both inside and outside the physical borders of the Greek State. 75 The first instructors of the Philology Department included two Germans, Ludwig Ross (archaeology) and Heinrich Ulrichs (Latin philology). The difference between the attitudes of the German and Greek professors as regards their scholarly approach was evident from the start. In 1837, Ross was the only professor to attach a scholarly archaeological treatise with his curriculum programme, as traditionally required by German universities.
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Georgios Gennadios (1786-1854) is the scholar whose life and times illustrate in the most representative way the conditions imposed by the process of creating the Greek State. 77 He was a contemporary of Asopios and taught for years in Bucharest and Odessa, having studied theology, medicine and philology in Leipzig, where Gottfried Hermann was teaching. Gennadios chose the path of action. This "teacher of teachers", as he was called, apparently was Asopios' equal in his knowledge of philology. Apart from his published, purely philological oeuvre (grammar, annotated editions of ancient texts for the Central School of Aegina, and other, still unpublished critical remarks on classical authors), we have accounts of how much contemporary German philologists esteemed his philological abilities.
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During the first decades of the Greek State, he was perhaps the most "multitasking" scholar and philologist. Apart from teaching secondary school and university courses for a time, he guided the library and the numismatic collection during their initial stages and authored a plethora of instructional textbooks. He also pushed for his good students to study specific subjects 78 See Anastasiadis, Γεωργίου Γενναδίου βίος, p. 384 (a letter from Ioannis Venthylos to Gennadios in 1826 noted the excellent reputation Gennadios had in German philological circles in Germany on state scholarships so they could cover specific needs upon their return. He was fully aware of the priorities that had to be met. In a memorandum dating to early 1838, he noted characteristically:
I dare to take this opportunity to tell the Royal Secretariat that it is neither just, nor advantageous, nor honourable to distribute money at random, when we have so many needs. We need real teachers so we do not unnecessarily waste tuition and the precious time of teachers. We need educated priests to rid ourselves of those who make possible the path to sin and impiety. We need school and gymnasium buildings, so the miserable lovers of Apollo should have a permanent home. We need a library so the donations of men, who are friends of national education, should not rot in derelict churches, producing laughter and indignation instead of pity in our observers when we lament the lack of the necessary educational books… 79 Gennadios, who considered the university was established prematurely, wrote to Theodor Kind in 1843: "You cannot overlook the type of education needed by those who first emerge from the obscurity of slavery. And this is not the opulent and noble type derived from universities, but that which the primary schools and gymnasiums provide like daily bread to people of every class." 80 In 1854, an observation from his eulogy in the Spectateur d'Orient periodical best defined his thinking: "Dans une société comme la nôtre, qui lutte encore avec les premières nécessités de son existence et de son organisation, où tout est encore à faire et à classer, on est souvent obligé d'appliquer son activité à plusieurs objets à la fois." 81 
Classical Philology and Ideology
If the university itself as an institution assumed a heavy ideological weight, since its association with Greek antiquity was considered obvious and direct, 82 it was natural that the School of Philosophy would shoulder a special burden from the very beginning; as the school whose subject matter overshadowed the studies of all the other schools, it constituted, according to 79 Anastasiadis, Γεωργίου Γενναδίου βίος, p. 357 80 Ibid., p. 400. 81 Ibid., p. 476. 82 According to Lappas: "If the basic characteristic of Greek antiquity was its advanced intellectual civilization, this could only be transferred to contemporary Greece through the university. An institution, which is, of its very nature, destined to serve literature, philosophy, the sciences, as did the ancient academies." See Lappas, Πανεπιστήμιο και φοιτητές, p. 123. See also Karamanolakis, H συγκρότηση της ιστορικής επιστήμης, pp. 60-64.
the German model it adhered to, the quintessence of the purpose of the very university of the country. Setting aside the "scientific" origins of the issue, the special relationship with antiquity was by and large reinforced by Bavarian Neoclassicism diffused by the presence of the Bavarian regime.
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Ancient Greek philology's very discipline, as well as its content, was linked to ideology. Since this was the type of knowledge Europeans greatly appreciated, it was considered that Greeks especially should study the subject because:
If indeed some brave voice occasionally speaks up in our favour whether in the parliaments of Europe or in her newspapers, we should seek its source not in our own great virtues but in the idea that we are the descendants of those immortal Greeks whom our advocates admire and adulate. 84 According to these views it was the only discipline in which Greeks would be able to triumph -in other fields they would still lag behind for a long time -and to rise in the esteem of enlightened Europeans. 85 Any Greek academic lag was presented as a completely legitimate occurrence, given that academic conditions could not compare with those of European countries. 86 Alexandros R. Rangavis claimed "the philology that ornaments the intellect", especially Greek and Latin, which is "necessary for every educated individual, is indispensable for a Greek".
87
Objective Difficulties, the Resistance of "Tradition" and the Difficulties of Adjustment Another important and rather evident factor that complicated the systematic cultivation of the discipline of classical philology in Greece was the very real shortages, shortages linked to the institutional composition of the Greek State. 83 Lappas, Πανεπιστήμιο και φοιτητές, pp. 124-125; Karamanolakis, H συγκρότηση της ιστορικής επιστήμης, p. 62. 84 Ἀθηνᾶ newspaper (19-8-1855). Elsewhere we read: "…studying antiquity supplies and will always supply foreigners the measure with which they wish to appreciate us". Ἀθηνᾶ (1-1-1855) .
85 Ἀθηνᾶ (17-12-1854). 86 A new publication gave rise to the following: "This monograph…cannot be compared with those of the Germans, written mostly in huge libraries, by multilingual people living in comfort…". See Ἀθηνᾶ (13-7-1855). In the introduction to his first publication of an annotated edition of an ancient author, Georgios Mistriotis (1840-1916), acknowledging his limited experience with bibliography, dedicated the work to Dionysios Therianos, who provided him with both assistance and much of the bibliography he used.
88 Thirty-five years after the foundation of the university, the lack of a specialized academic library was obviously still a serious problem. Contrast this with Mistriotis' friend in Trieste, who was in a position not only to be up-to-date with the international bibliography, but also to enrich his library with new editions.
In 1848, in his preface to a textbook edition of the speeches of Demosthenes,
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Iroklis Vasiadis remarked on the difficulties he had encountered due to the lack of specialized books, since a reference in one edition would lead him to another book, and subsequently another, books he was in no position to consult until the moment he travelled to Europe, where, "streets are full, markets are full, libraries are full of books, while there are many wise men able to respond to queries and guide the novices". He also referred to the importance of the critical notes that resulted from examining different manuscripts of the same text and would result in a better text, anticipating any potential sardonic comments:
Those who condemn such scholarly opinion and the description of manuscripts as work done merely for showing off…let them learn that the critics place the following as the first law of their discipline: "He who seeks to practise correctly the discipline of criticism must indeed examine manuscript copies and study and investigate their condition with the utmost accuracy."
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Vasiadis' last comment, apart from hinting at an understandable personal distaste for some people, could not but reveal a certain reality: the scholarly community had yet to familiarize itself with meticulous philological publications. When the young, promising, German-educated philologists actually taught, they had to confront the strong resistance of traditional teaching 88 practices. One of the reasons, for example, Central School students were dissatisfied with Venthylos was that he would present all the views of foreign philologists on a matter, when he should have, in their opinion, brought up only one, that is, his own. 91 Asopios had probably been criticized for the same thing when teaching at the Ionian Academy. While seeking to highlight the uncertainties of the discipline of philology and analytically present different philological views on a matter, 92 he would exhaust his students with his many digressions. 93 Moreover, the Philological Seminar institution, in the context of the School of Philosophy in Greece, did not adhere to, at least in the nineteenth century, the content and operation of its German prototype. The Philological Seminar system was based on a structured debate between two students. One would undertake to prepare a paper on a philological subject. He would then hand over the paper, before the seminar, to another, second student, whom he was later to debate, as well as to the professor. On the given date, the debate would take place based on philological arguments between the two prepared students with the participation of the professor. The subjects examined were either interpretations or analyses of passages from ancient texts, discussing prior recommended emendations or grammatical issues. The entire discussion would take place in Latin. 94 The operation of the Greek Philological Seminar did not include the element of debate, since the basic goal of the professors, according to the rules, was to teach students how to write in ancient Greek. The ultimate goal was always to produce secondary education teachers. 95 
Publication of Ancient Authors and the Superiority of the "Foreign" Environment
The Othonian University's unsuccessful attempt to publish a series of ancient Greek authors, despite the generous financial support of Dimitrios Vernardakis, 96 reflects the conditions that characterized the path classical philology followed in the context of the Greek State. In 1855, while Pericles Argyropoulos was Minister of Education, the School of Philosophy Rector, Theodoros Manousis, announced the school would publish new editions of Greek classical writers, 97 which would include all necessary grammatical, critical and interpretive annotations compiled from the best existing editions of European scholars. Manousis used the following arguments: Greek classical philology, the educational cornerstone of contemporary modern nations, was more important for Greeks since it was a "patrimonial possession" interwoven with their very existence. Despite previous efforts to bring Greeks in contact with ancient texts, serious problems still existed. According to Manousis, this could be attributed to a lack of good textbooks and bad teaching methods; the ancient writers should not be studied "mechanically and grammatically, but according to their intellect and spirit". The prevailing method of approaching the texts was characterized as "limited and detached". Greeks, who, anyway, were devoted to learning, should adopt contemporary methods of approach, since "the demands faced by anyone dealing in philology during the current era are greater than those of past years". The comparison was disgraceful. European countries continued to produce increasingly better editions, while the now liberated "birthplace" of those classical writers had yet to publish anything. Manousis did not forget to reference Korais' published work -the huge achievement of one single person -which along with the latter's exhortations "ignited patriotic sentiment" and "roused the nation". He recognized the same purpose in the published work of Neophytos Doukas, which, however, he discretely rejected, underlining the discrepancy between the editor's "philological knowledge and judgment" and his patriotism. Thus, essentially rejecting all existing Greek editions, he forcefully put forward the need to publish new editions of classical writers, a demand he compared to the foundation of the university itself. In Manousis' thinking, the consciousness 97 See the complete text of the announcement in Ἀθηνᾶ (9-3-1855).
of the evolution of the discipline coexisted with the primacy of the national benefit. Despite the theoretical arguments Manousis presented, which were quite plausible for a proclamation, the endeavour, which was ultimately never realized, primarily served practical needs; it sought to compensate for the university's lack of textbooks and to contribute to the formation of better-equipped philologists, primarily teachers. The environment of the Philological Society of Constantinople was, apparently, more accepting and more mature than the domestic Greek environment as regards its scholarly views on philology; this was indicated by the discourse that took place during the 1870s in view of a plan to publish the works of ancient authors. 98 The publication programme of the Zographeios Library set three goals: first and foremost, to familiarize the average Greek with the "brilliant intellect of his forefathers"; second, for Greeks to advance the discipline of philology, offering "everything that stemmed from the kinship of language and intellect, the identity of the country they inhabit and the similarity of many customs and traditions", elements they knew much better than foreigners; and, third, through Modern Greek, the language they would use to interpret the ancient texts, the acceptance of the contemporary pronunciation, something which would persuade foreign Hellenists that ancient Greek was not a dead language. 99 The goals listed above necessitated two types of annotations; those addressed to the broader public with an emphasis on understanding the text and a small bibliography available locally in Greece, as well as annotations more narrowly philological, associated with a critical examination of the text, which would be located at the end of the book. 100 Although this project did not fail, its results were meagre. 101 the two elaborate efforts were called to serve. The local Greek effort did not set clear-cut academic goals; it did not proclaim the need to cultivate a scholarly knowledge of philology, but was limited to producing serviceable editions, from a practical as well as an ideological viewpoint. The Constantinople effort set more ambitious goals, purely scholarly-philological, which could be considered a luxury in the context of the new Greek State. Of course, an interval of approximately three decades separated the two ventures, while the people involved belonged to different generations. Manousis probably spoke for the previous generation, rather than the one he supposedly represented as a professor at the newly founded university.
The difference between the two viewpoints concerned not only specific individuals and arguments, but rather constituted the rule in the matter of scholarly philological activities. We arrive at this conclusion if we compare the work produced inside and outside the boundaries of the Greek State, in the context of the broader Hellenic world and its concerns. A study of the work of philologists such as Ioannis Oikonomides (1812-1889), 102 Dionysios Therianos (1834-1897) and Theagenis Livadas (1827-1903), who lived in Trieste, 103 leads us to conclude that their level of scholarship was very high.
Fluidity of Scholarly Fields, Versatility of Scholars and the "Metakenosis" of European Knowledge
It is important to point out that the borders between the individual fields of Alterthumswissenschaft's disciplines had yet to be clearly defined. This was the case, moreover, in Germany as well. 104 The first class given by archaeology philological material produced in Greece for the Φιλολογικὸς Συνέκδημος to survive as a "specialized" philological periodical.
The scholarly community of the period also demonstrated exceptional zeal in investigating the question of Modern Greek identity, 112 which was a dominant concern. Excavations were unearthing ancient monuments 113 by the dozen and language itself proved most useful. All the competitions that were announced reflected these national priorities (poetry, living monuments, history of education). The philological competitions announced by rich, mainly diaspora, Greeks, with the partial exception of the Rodakanakeios contest, 114 did not deal with issues of purely classical philology. 115 No ancient Greek text was ever submitted to the Oikonomeios competition, which called for translations of both Greek classical texts and Western European literature.
116
The fact that the scholarly philological aspect of Korais, which was recognized by his European contemporaries, was not promoted by the 112 A characteristic feature of the period's scholars was an insistence on documenting and studying the vernacular. In the collection containing Asopios' notes from the period he was studying in Germany, there are many scattered notes from around 1865 that refer to issues related to the popular idiom. The alphabetical order of the notes suggests Asopios was planning a dictionary. See NLG, collection no. 2391. 113 Of the disciplines related to both the study of antiquity and the tradition of Böckh's German school, archaeology was the one that developed most rapidly in Greece. This phenomenon is due to various factors, such as: the presence of monuments on Greek land, the link between their study and international research (I am referring to the Archaeological Society, as well as the foreign schools of archaeology), the status of ancient monuments in the European consciousness, their immediate tangible existence, their political role as regards the geographic composition of Greek national identity, their significance in documenting descent from antiquity on a local level, etc. On the ideological aspect of the matter, see Yannis Hamilakis, The Nation and its Ruins: Antiquity, Archaeology and National Imagination in Greece, Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2007. 114 The contest took place during the period 1860-1875. The majority of subjects called for dealt with Homer, not as a philological subject, but as a source of historical information: "To define the nature of the heroic years of Greek kingship according to information found in Homer and any of the tragic poets or any other Greek authors" (1860), "Greek Domestic Life According to Homer" (1862), "History of the Homeric Epics" (1865) nineteenth-century Greek philologists 117 is, in the final analysis, linked to the issue of the very creation of the Greek State, which at that critical phase of national homogenization did not need philological scholars but "fathers of the nation".
In Lieu of an Epilogue
Commenting on the inadequacy of Greek philological scholarship in his era, Ioannis Sykourtis, analyzing Greek intellectual life as regards its relationship to antiquity, sought the causes of the phenomenon in earlier centuries. 118 According to him, the discipline of philology in Greece "remained attached to the structure of the language of the ancient Greek writings" with grammatical observations, and in some cases annotated editions, always centred, however, on language. No nineteenth-century philologist constituted an exception to this rule, not even the "greatest Greek philologist", as he called Korais. He added that Greek philologists, both before and after Korais, viewed the ancient Greeks with a "patriot's eye". The relationship of the Greeks with antiquity "created first-rate grammarians and gave form and content to our national renaissance and our national political life", but continued, relative to the ancient world's intellectual values, the "sterile tradition of Byzantium". The cause of this basic inadequacy was, in his view, the fact that "the Greek nation did not have the opportunity, as a whole, to participate in or even to be influenced by the renaissance of Greek letters experienced by Western Europe" and, subsequently, by late eighteenth-century Germany. The economic and social conditions of a subjugated Greece did not permit it. This resulted, according to Sykourtis, in "an ephemeral production, which parroted European thought, barren and empty inside, a discipline that overstuffed the memory leaving the intellect hungry, poets created through national pride and prizes". Thus, the German-school type was transplanted to Greece because it corresponded to Byzantine tradition as well as to national self-esteem. As the Greeks were incapable of comprehending the deeper values of intellectual culture, such as poetry, art, philosophy, etc., they were naturally unable to comprehend them in the ancient world. Thus, they remained attached to the language factor. On the other hand "foreign admiration for ancient Greek literature and national pride, which this admiration flattered, did not allow -and very correctly -this education, which afforded them little, to be abandoned". He concluded that the product of this intellectual immaturity, as he characterized it, was "that barren contemplation of ancestral glory, a romantic nostalgia for antiquity, ignorance and devaluation of the reality of the present…At this point the immature new Greece encountered the overripe and tired Byzantine Greece." It should be noted that Sykourtis, during the same period he expressed this critique, also thought that the conditions of Greek society had improved enough that classical philology could be cultivated in a fundamental fashion and bear fruit.
Regardless of whether or not we accept Sykourtis' analysis, we cannot deny the perspicacity with which he determined the basic but unavoidable -due to the conditions that existed -weakness of the Greek discipline of philology. In this sense, his analysis contains a historical perspective and, to this day, remains particularly valuable to any investigation of this matter.
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